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lesser States Members) 'that the present case might lead to weakening
or even undermining the principles of the Covenant'. He submitted
that 'the exceptional nature of the present case' made 'it plain that
you' could 'hardly apply to it those principles by generalization'; and
that 'the Japanese actions' did not 'militate against the Pact of
Paris, or against any other treaties'.
This argument did not appeal to the representatives of the lesser
states, as was made abundantly clear, in the next phase of the debate,
in the successive speeches of Mr. Connolly (Irish Free State), Dr.
Benes (Czechoslovakia), Monsieur Unden (Sweden), Monsieur Lange
(Norway), Senor de Madariaga (Spain), Monsieur Motta (Switzer-
land), Monsieur Politis (Greece), Senor Matos (Guatemala), and Senor
Buero (Uruguay), with whom Monsieur Moresco (Netherlands) and
Monsieur Borberg (Denmark) subsequently associated themselves.
One after another, these spokesmen of the smaller countries
affirmed, in contradiction to Mr. Matsuoka's thesis, that an oecumen-
ical issue was at stake in the handling of the Far Eastern conflict at
Geneva. As Mr. Connolly put the point, 'the wider question of peace
or war in the Far East, with potential and . . . inevitable reper-
cussions on world peace', was 'linked up with the decisions that'
would 'be reached on this question'. As Monsieur Unde"n put it, 'the
cause of peace is one and indivisible5. The same point was put by
Senor Buero in the form of a question.
If, in justification of what is happening in the Far East, the peculiar
position of those distant countries of Asia is adduced as exempting them
from the strict application of treaty law, on which the Covenant, and
especially Article 10, is based, what will be the position to-morrow when
countries in other continents equally distant from Europe are compelled
to ask the League for assistance ?
'Fortunately', the Uruguayan representative added, 'the League,
up to the present at least', hade opposed any such discrimination with
all its power'.
Taking this view, these speakers naturally went on to declare that,
in their opinion, the Far Eastern case was an 'acid test' of the
Covenant.
If [declared Mr. Connolly] the League falters or hesitates, fearing lest
by its action it may offend, then, as an organization built up by moral
support of what is right, it will not survive and, in my opinion, will not
deserve to survive....
We of the smaller states are vitally concerned to ensure that the prin-
ciples embodied in the League Covenant are steadfastly maintained. Let
there be no mistake—if the moral force of the League is broken on this
issue, then the League as at present constituted cannot survive, and the
worst cynicism of the League's critics will have been justified. . . .

